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ABSTRACT

Masculinity, Affirmations, Belongingness, and Resiliency in Male Adolescents:
Effects on School Engagement
by
Kelsey Burt, Education Specialist
Utah State University, 2022
Major Professor: Gregory Callan, Ph.D.
Department: Psychology
This research sought to investigate the extent conformity to overt masculine
characteristics may be endorsed by the adolescent and their perspective on peers
endorsing those norms, its relation to academic engagement and feelings of belonging,
and how resiliency may help to alter any effects on academic engagement within 7th and
8th grade male adolescents. This research is based on inclusive masculinity and social
learning theories. Data was collected via an online survey through Qualtrics (N =127,
Mage = 13, Mgrade = 8th). A paired t-test found significant differences between self and peer
endorsement of overt masculine characteristics, with perception of peers endorsing at
higher levels. A moderation and mediation analysis via PROCESS in SPSS (Hayes,
2013) indicated endorsing dominance through lack of emotional vulnerability was
negatively correlated with feelings of isolation and peer support. Endorsement of
avoiding femininity was negatively correlated with classroom comfort while at school.
Hierarchical linear regressions were conducted to assess peer endorsement of overt
masculine attributes, self-reported gender identity, peer support and belongingness,
classroom comfort, isolation, and resiliency as covariates in predicting school
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engagement. Results indicate that factors of belonging effect school engagement while
resiliency was significant for emotional engagement. Limitations and implications for
future research and practice are also discussed.
(89 pages)
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT

Masculinity, Affirmations, Belongingness, and Resiliency in Male Adolescents:
Effects on School Engagement
Kelsey Burt
This study focused on male adolescent students within 7th and 8th grade and how
endorsement of masculine stereotypes impacts their school engagement and feelings of
belonging. The study also examines how peers maintain masculine conformity and how
individual resiliency change outcomes. This research is based on two main theories,
inclusive masculinity and social learning theory. These theories describe how behaviors
are largely learned from the social environment and maintained due to reinforcement or
punishment. There were 127 adolescent males who participated in this study and were
recruited through an online survey system. Results of the study show that participants felt
that endorsement of masculine stereotypes was more driven by peer expectations than
their own personal expectations. Analyses showed that creating dominance from a lack of
emotional vulnerability decreased feelings of peer support as well as a decrease in
feelings of isolation. Avoiding femininity also decreased classroom comfort at school.
Findings also show that feelings of belonging significantly impact engagement at school
and resiliency significantly increased positive feelings about academic success and
happiness at school (emotional engagement). Limitations and implications for future
research and practice are discussed within this paper.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Gender identity typically forms during adolescents and spans two ends of a
continuum of masculinity and femininity. Masculine gender expression includes
behaviors and appearances that are acceptable and shaped by one’s culture (Ewing Lee &
Troop-Gordon, 2011). Within Western culture, the concept of masculinity has arguably
been oversimplified to a two-sided construct describing male-female differences within a
primarily heterosexual society (heteronormative framework). Masculinity typically
consists of a hierarchy of more dominant behaviors that are desired and rewarded, and
fewer dominant behaviors are rejected or marginalized by society. These dominant
traditional male characteristics include being independent, heterosexual, high achieving,
tough, aggressive, unemotional, physically fit, and competitive. In conjunction roles
associated with these behaviors include being the family breadwinner, initiating sex,
problem-solving, taking physical risks, as well as aggressive activities such as contact
sports (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). Overall, traditional masculinity is associated
with lower levels of well-being psychologically, emotionally, and socially (Levant et al.,
2003).
One’s gender identity is specific to each individual and may or may not correlate
with the sex (male or female) assigned at birth (Wood & Eagly, 2015). The development
of gender identity has been explained by various theories including social learning theory
and inclusive masculinity theory used within this study. During puberty especially, males
experience pressure to conform to masculine gender norms. Those who do not conform
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or feel dissonance while conformining, may experience many negative outcomes such as
worsening mental health, negative impacts on academic outcomes, decreased
belongingness, dropping out of school, loss of social supports, and lower overall wellbeing (Rogers, Delay, et al., 2017; Vantieghem & Van Houtte, 2015; Kupers, 2005).
Despite environmental and social stressors, individual resiliency may be a key
aspect of an adolescent obtaining positive outcomes. Social and environmental influences
may also help support an adolescent’s resiliency such as parental or teacher support,
mentors, and organizations or community activities that promote positive development
(Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005). This creates an opportunity for schools to put in place
positive interventions for male adolescents to build upon social connections, develop
adaptive behaviors, and create a better school climate.
Overall, male adolescents within secondary schools have increasing social and
academic demands, physical and environmental changes, while developing their own
sense of identity that may or may not deviate from the norm. Further research needs to be
conducted on the development and endorsement of masculine gender norms and schoolrelated outcomes during puberty.
The goals of the current study are to identify the associations between school
engagement, belongingness, and males’ endorsement from self and peers to conform to
masculine norms. Given that these variables might be altered by resiliency, we also
examine if the predictability of these factors on school engagement change due to
resiliency. Findings from this study may help identify how adolescents’ view existing
school culture and inform further school policies, interventions, and reduce dropout rates.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

Development of Gender Identity
Gender Identity During Puberty
Gender identity typically forms during adolescence and puberty, spanning two
ends of a continuum of masculinity and femininity. Puberty is a time frame over which an
adolescent male developmentally changes from a child to a man. These changes include
physical appearances with height, skin, body hair, sweat glands, and development of
reproductive organs. Physical changes are also spurred on by hormonal changes; these
hormonal changes influence varying emotional states, an increased disposition to mental
health problems, and changing perceptions of personal preferences and cultural values
(Paus et al., 2008). Physical and hormonal changes occurring during puberty also
correspond with further development of self-identity; particularly gender identity given
the salient physical changes to self and surrounding peers. Adolescents exposed to
stereotypical masculine behaviors such as competition, inability to express emotions,
outward anger, independence, and a social hierarchy that devalues women and
homosexuals socially influences boys changing into men (Kupers, 2005). All these
changes are occurring as adolescents are trying to learn in increasingly less structured but
demanding academic school settings (Wigfield et al., 2006).
Youth spend a lot of their time within a school setting learning or suppressing
social behaviors depending on the consequences presented by their peers. Boys conform
to more extreme masculine roles and expressions when receiving positive peer attention
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for expressing restrictive hegemonic masculinity (Addis, Mansfield et al., 2010).
Punishment from peers frequently targeting feminine behaviors stifles a male expressing
femininity. Adolescent boys are often ridiculed socially with insults from their peers
when breaking away from masculine norms (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011).
Violating masculine gender norms are rebuked socially; if there is intent to harm
this rebuke can be seen as a form of bullying or if those who are enforcing gender norms
are seen as having greater social power (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). Bullying
sends a message to all male peers which specific behaviors are viewed as appropriate for
boys (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). Often, homophobic insults are the most
serious insult that can be used by male adolescents (Cllier, Bos, & Sandfort, 2013).
Insults, derogatory words, or statements like ‘you’re so gay’ are used to convey failure to
accomplish masculine tasks, heterosexual conquests, appearance, or physical strength
(Pascoe, 2007). Non-heterosexuality, “gayness,” is associated with femininity as a lower
social class within adolescent males. Thus, children who are breaking gender norms may
be targeted and cause victimization within their social peer group to decrease feminine
behaviors (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011).
Peer pressure, or “policing”, to conform to gender norms often results in greater
adherence to masculine expectations (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). Boys may
choose to conform to restricted masculine behaviors to avoid negative peer reactions
(Gini & Pozzoli, 2006). To avoid being seen as not masculine enough, social influences
encourage adolescent boys to become hyper-masculine through athletics (Hardin &
Greer, 2009). Cultural idols such as superheroes, movie stars, and male models are often
shown as hyper-masculine through their outward muscular appearance, sexual conquests
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or prowess, and ability to accomplish tasks that female idols cannot. Adolescent boys
may try to mimic adult male role models through their appearances and behaviors during
adolescence (Hardin & Greer, 2009). In connection with social learning theory, having
positive role models and positive peer social groups are important to combat media
influences (Hardin & Greer, 2009). Despite positive role models, bullying and policing
within schools may still exist.
Within a school, due to social learning, certain masculine traits influence the
formation and maintenance of friendships. Policing and accepting certain traits may
strengthen some friendships while weakening or breaking others (Reigeluth & Addis,
2016). By policing gendered behavior, highly masculine males preserve or increase their
social status, and maintain friendship based on the level of expressed masculinity
(Reigeluth & Addis, 2016); however, these friendships are based on hypermasculine
conformality and may lose other close interpersonal friendships. This social stress to
conform to gender norms may create the potential for greater negative outcomes due to a
lack of genuine friendship and belonging.
Gender pressures and social friendships have begun to show a pattern of
behaviors for male adolescents within existing research. According to Way (2013), males
desire close and intimate friendships but may lose them later during adolescence, despite
the desire and attempts to retain them. Adherence to cultural norms of masculinity may
be costing adolescent boys their intimate social networks. Social changes towards more
flexible definitions of gender norms, or resistance to these norms, may enhance
psychological well-being and social adjustment within a cultural context (Way et al.,
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2014). Having a more flexible view of how masculinity is defined has not been well
studied in adolescents, nor with the potential for bullying or policing norms.
Within an adult male study, J. Lee and S. Lee (2018) interviewed stay-at-homefathers (SAHFs; N =25) to explore how they establish less domineering and more caring
identities in the context of a parent caretaking role (Elliott, 2015). Social isolation was
identified as the most challenging while balancing masculine and feminine identities was
the second most challenging. Rigid characteristics, such as emotional stoicism, was
difficult to alter or outright reject without participants losing a personal sense of
maleness. Despite the challenges, SAHFs reported incorporating femininity by increasing
their sensitivity to emotions, their response to others emotionally, taking pride in their
role, and believing men are stronger for caring. Moreover, loneliness was lower when
SAHFs received social support from family, friends, and support groups in the form of
praise, affirmations about their role, and help with childcare (J. Lee & S. Lee, 2018).
Thus, it is may also be possible for adolescent males to be similarly supported when
developing their gender identity to better deal with social and school demands.
Formation of Gender
Male adolescents are often shaped by social influences to conform to cultural
norms. At an early age, gendered play for boys involves culturally masculine toys and
behaviors (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). The gendered play in childhood is
reinforced socially by adult and peer connections. Due to the complexity of gender and
gender identity, little is known on how masculinity develops during early adolescence
specifically. One general theory, inclusive masculinity theory, states there is a social
stratification among males with the lowest stratification being those socially perceived as
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gay (Anderson & McCormack, 2016). Adolescent males may be struggling internally
between their desired gender expression and societal expectations (Chu, 2014). Those
threatened within the stratification may over exaggerate gender norms and appear hypermasculine. However, exaggerations of masculinity lead to restricted emotional, physical,
and psychological well-being (Cheryan et al., 2015).
Overall, in schools bullying sends a message to all males that strength and
invulnerability is appropriate for boys (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). Homophobic
insults are seen as the most serious insult that can be used by male adolescents (Collier et
al., 2013). As an attempt to avoid bullying and insult, internal conflicts or cognitive
dissonance may arise when a male expresses himself in ways that are inconsistent with
their internal feelings as a means to fit in. These conflicting beliefs and attitudes may
create negative outcomes including dysfunction and distress (Smiler, 2014).
To better understand these gender constructs, a few theories will be reviewed in
the following section. Afterwards, other factors that may impact gender expression and
identity are explored such as affirmations, endorsement and conformity to masculine
norms, resiliency, and distress. Lastly, these factors and their impact on male adolescent
outcomes within a school environment such as academically, engagement, belongingness,
and overall well-being are explored.

Gender Identity Theories
Social Learning Theory
Social learning is one theoretical framework that can be used to understand
masculinity and gender identity. Similar to behavioral and cognitive theories, social
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learning theory acknowledges that learning occurs through response to stimuli and
cognitive processes. That is, events that lead to continued maintenance or increase of a
behavior is considered positive reinforcement. Alternatively, events that lessen or
discontinue a behavior is considered punishment (Addis, Mansfield, et al., 2010).
Uniquely, social learning theory recognizes that individuals learn behaviors from either
observation or imitation of those behaving around them (Bandura,1969). Specifically,
learned behaviors are also influenced by observing or experiencing the events that follow
behaviors (reinforcement of outcomes). Within social settings, these events and stimuli
help with the generalization and maintenance of individual characteristics and behaviors
(Bandura,1969). To further examine gender constructs within society another common
theory is discussed next to provide a greater foundation for this study.
Inclusive Masculinity Theory
Another theory often referenced within gender studies is inclusive masculinity
theory (IMT). Many researchers have adopted IMT to further understand the social
construct of masculinity (Anderson & McCormack, 2016). One main concept of IMT is
that men fear being socially perceived as gay (homohysteria) as part of hegemonic
masculinity. Hegemonic masculinity has come to mean any traditional male role that
places men in a more powerful position than women and thus creates male privileges
(Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). Hegemonic masculinity endorses and legitimizes
men’s dominant position within a hierarchical gendered society. Overt masculine males
are also higher in the gender hierarchy than feminine men. Gay men socially fall at the
lowest level of the gender hierarchy when viewed as having feminized behaviors.
Endorsing culturally defined overt masculinity places heterosexual males in a more
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powerful position resulting in the subordination and marginalization of women and gay
or queer men (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005).
Effeminate men may adopt masculine behaviors to avoid homosexual stigma
(Pronger, 1990). This social conformity and stratification between heterosexual and
homosexual men may be seen as “gender policing” by enforcing appearance and/or
behavioral norms. However, IMT states that as society begins to reject homophobia,
homohysteria may decrease and allow men to not be hypermasculine in order to be seen
as heterosexual. A shift in culture to accept diversity, including gender expression, is
fundamental for the conceptualization of masculinity and acceptance of males expressing
more traditionally feminine behaviors. IMT posits that as a culture diminishes
homophobia, men may express a broader range of attitudes and behaviors across the
culturally defined masculine and feminine constructs. The inclusion of outwardly gay
peers by heterosexual men also decreases stratification of males based on a specific
cluster of masculine behaviors. Overt homophobia, avoidance of femininity, privileges
associated with heterosexuality, and power imbalances through hypermasculinity,
continue to be a problem across cultures (Anderson & McCormack, 2016).
Both social and IMT theories consider social and behavioral implications on
gender formation. Within the next section, gender formation within these two theories
will be applied to puberty and its importance as transitional period in life. Also, within
puberty many adolescents are within a school environment and can be considered as
another potential social influence on gender.

Impact
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Conformity and Affirmations
Research has consistently shown that threats to devalue one’s identity, in the
school context, is a factor that disrupts academic engagement and is a source of
underachievement (Steele, 2010). These threats, however, can be countered by positive
statements or acts that endorse one’s true self or a valued component of self (Rowe,
2008). These positive statements exert their influence by decreasing stress levels that
people may feel when important aspects of self are threatened (Garcia & Cohen, 2012).
Individuals can also make positive statements to themselves as a reminder of their
capabilities, who they are, and what is important to them to combat threats to one’s selfidentity (Sherman et al., 2013). Researchers have found that minority students
experiencing identity threats report a greater sense of belonging in school and improved
academic performance after learning to make such statements (Cohen et al., 2009; Cook
et al., 2012; Miyake et al., 2010; Sherman et al., 2013). Affirmations improve academic
performance by providing coping strategies, replacing harmful behaviors or thinking,
creating a positive context and perspective of self (Sherman et al., 2013). Using self‐
affirmation to improve academic engagement is thought to be maintained by
strengthening the integrity of one’s self-identities (Sherman et al., 2013).
Affirmations can also come from others who provide acts or statements to
positively endorse, appreciate, or include personal gender identity (Briñol et al., 2007). In
the absence of affirmation from peers, self‐identity development can be suppressed in
favor of meeting traditional masculine norms to gain a sense of group belonging. In
contrast, the presence of affirmations from others can potentially serve many purposes.
First, affirmations of group values or an individual aspect can help members of the group
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succeed (Rowe, 2008). Second, affirmations highlight positive true information and
negate false or harmful information that may hurt a group member (Sherman et al., 2009;
Jaremka et al., 2011). Third, expanding affirmations to more flexible gender constructs
may emotionally support or motivate an individual to resist conforming to more dominant
masculine behaviors; resistance may depend on the affirmation’s value, frequency, who
is affirming, and desired avoidance of negative psychological outcomes (Rueger et al.,
2010). Finally, the group may also adopt less restrictive or alternative affirmed views of
masculinity (Sherman & Hartson, 2011).
Research has also shown that affirming a student is associated with a greater
sense of belonging and learning (Taylor & Walton, 2011). For example, Sherman et al.
(2013) found that unaffirmed Latin American students had a stronger positive
relationship between daily stressors and identity threat ratings. Identity threats were also
negatively associated with lower academic motivation and sense of school belongingness
compared to White students (Sherman et al., 2013). Alternatively, positively affirmed
Latin American students had comparable results as White students. Similarly, Cook et al.
(2012) found that positively affirmed African American middle school students felt a
sense of belonging even when struggling with academic work. In contrast, unaffirmed
students felt a low sense of belonging and even lower belongingness when struggling
with work (Cook et al., 2012).
Receiving positive affirmations from peers for neutral or diminished masculine
behaviors may functionally strengthen friendships, fit better with the individual’s gender
identity, and reduce conforming behaviors associated with negative psychological
outcomes (Smiler, 2014). Although less studied, others may actively resist some
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masculine characteristics to avoid negative outcomes such as individual dysfunctional
behaviors or physiological distress from not fitting within their gender identity (Smiler,
2014). Receiving affirmations supporting a wider range of behaviors may positively
reinforce boys’ resistance to external pressures and influence others to be more inclusive
of masculine and feminine expression of behaviors (Addis, Mansfield, et al., 2010).
Of note within the context of this study, the term endorse denotes affirming of
hypermasculine and overt gender norms. Thus, the greater the level of endorsement, the
greater the support to conform to constructs such as being overly tough, avoiding
feelings, dominating others, and overly independent. While affirmations in general are
positive, we acknowledge that individuals may not always fit either positive or negative
extremes. However, these endorsements of conformity may result in less internal praise
for authenticity, conflict with desired gender identity, or result in negative outcomes that
could be targeted. This study is based on the premise of this negative feedback loop:
support for stereotypical conformity, self-endorsement, and functional outcomes.
Resiliency
Despite stressors from society and peers, gendered expectations, and varying
levels of resistance to norms, adolescents may still have positive identity development. In
addition to affirmations, positive identity development may be related to a student’s
resilience to external stressors and a protective factor to overall well-being. Resiliency is
an aspect of an individual’s personality that allows them to manage emotions and adapt to
new situations (Prince-Embury, 2013). Social and environmental influences may help an
adolescent’s resiliency level such as adult support, mentors, and organizations or
community activities that promote positive development (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005).
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Resiliency helps with social interactions, such as within a school environment
(Martin, 2013). Students can draw on their own sense of resilience to cope with
difficulties, challenge themselves with academic tasks, help create a positive environment
within classrooms, and be internally goal driven in their education (Furrer et al., 2014).
Thus, resilience in adolescents may help with external pressure for masculine conformity
and support success with short-term and long-term goals. However, understanding how
an adolescent develops resiliency during adversity, such as pressure to conform, is not
well understood (Bruce, Harper, & Bauermeister, 2015). During adolescence, males may
experience varying degrees of isolation, marginalization, and overt victimization for nonconformity to masculine gender norms (Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). Throughout these
interactions and social situations, those individuals who are more resilient may view
these as less impactful on their personal identity development and self-view.
Belongingness and Wellbeing
Previous studies have shown that social isolation, discrimination, and stigmas of
those breaking gender and sexual norms have significant negative outcomes for youth
(Almeida et al., 2009; Hatzenbuehler, 2011). Those who do not follow masculine norms
are subject to external and internal stressors regarding fitting in. In other words, socially
fitting in is having a sense of belonging related to relationships, interactions, feeling a
part of a community, and motived to actively be part of the group (Baumeister & Leary,
1995). While adolescents are shaping their self-identities, belonging is characterized by a
desire for social status, acceptance, inclusion, and support by others (Eccles & Roeser,
2011; LaFontana & Cillessen, 2010). Thus, peer relationships, classroom interactions,
and gender conformity influence the extent to which a student feels a sense of belonging.

14
Difficulties with belonging may arise based on the degree an individual’s external
gender identity contrasts with their internal self (personal identity). Those who do not fit
in risk being bullied, homophobic victimization, greater distress, worse mental health
outcomes, and a lessened sense of belonging within the school (Collier et al., 2013).
Students may portray an overt masculine expression of the collective (in-group) at school
potentially at the expense of their self-identity (Leach et al., 2008). Despite adolescent
males reporting a higher level of fitting in with peers at school than females, they also
report greater social isolation rather than feelings of belonging (Juvonen et al., 2004). To
gain a sense of belonging within the group, a student may prioritize behaviors to increase
social status over their academic performance or friendships (LaFontana & Cillessen,
2010). Prioritizing status over other self needs may lead to mixed feelings about in-group
membership and ultimately may maintain feelings of loneliness.
Emotional connectedness is the basis for how individuals receive and give support
to others; this connection is often a bond between individuals filled with strong emotions
(Farkas & Leaper, 2016). Within the school context, emotional connectedness for male
adolescents may also be difficult during physically cooperative tasks. Males may not
want to cooperate in group tasks or projects due to a desire to appear masculine within
their behaviors (Leszczynski & Strough, 2008). Despite high in-group association,
weakened social connections from lack of close genuine friendships may create a sense
of emotional loneliness. Additionally, any distress felt is often unmanaged due to limited
social or coping supports and restricted emotional functioning associated with hegemonic
masculinity (e.g., Addis, 2011; Chu, 2014; Way, 2014). Some research suggests that
creating a greater sense of connectedness within the school environment may help
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moderate gendered distress (Wilkinson-Lee et al., 2011). Without emotional
connectedness to others, a lack of social coping may lead to worsening mental health
outcomes and lower academic engagement.
Due to societal definitions of acceptable gender behaviors, adolescent males may
find themselves struggling between their internal identity and the external hypermasculine expectations (Chu. 2014). A meta-analysis conducted by Farkas and Leaper
(2016) revealed that males worry more than females about peer acceptance of masculine
behaviors and are more likely to enforce gender roles. Struggling with masculine roles
may predict greater depressive symptoms as well as lower academic engagement
(Rogers, Delay, et al., 2017). Comparatively, males are more likely to be diagnosed with
emotional disorders, learning disabilities, attention deficit disorder, and commit suicide
(Rogers, Delay, et al., 2017). Given the effect of masculine identity development, while
adolescents are managing school activities, the relationship between masculinity and
school outcomes will be presented in the next section.
School Outcomes
When male adolescents experience gender pressures, distress, or dysfunction their
academic engagement and educational learning may be impacted. Individuals who
perceive greater pressure to conform to masculine expectations tend to be less
academically engaged and report lower self-efficacy (Vantieghem & Van Houtte, 2015).
Over time, adolescent males tend to have increasingly lower levels of school engagement
than females (Ueno & McWilliams, 2010; Li & Lerner, 2011). Impact from decreased
engagement are shown within lower standardized scores and lower grades (NCES, 2013;
Marks, 2008; DiPrete & Buchmann, 2013). Male students are also more likely to drop out

16
of school than female students (Buchmann et al., 2008). Thus, the pressure for
conformity to traditional masculine norms likely negatively impacts the characteristics
needed for school success.
Achievement within schools includes feeling accepted, connected, included, and
supported within the environment (Goodenow, 1993). Within existing research, a sense
of belonging is positively linked to academic engagement for adolescents (Osterman,
2000; Sherman et al., 2013; Wang & Holcombe, 2010). Academic engagement focuses
on the student’s completion of schoolwork, academic performance, and on-task behaviors
at school (Appleton et al., 2008). Overall, engagement at school includes the ability to
behaviorally, cognitively, and emotionally be involved in learning. Given the link
between sense of belonging and engagement, struggles with one’s masculine
characteristics and identity may impact the ability to engage in academic activities.
Vantieghem and Houtte’s (2015) study showed that boys’ lower academic engagement is
associated with external pressures for masculine gender conformity. In contrast, longterm engagement is a predictor of the adolescent retaining more academics, graduating,
and avoiding negative behaviors (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).
In another study with middle school students, high gender conforming “typical”
students (top 10%) reported lower levels of school engagement and attachment to school
(Ueno & McWilliams, 2010). Santos et al. (2013) also found lower academic scores in
7th and 8th grade boys who adhered to physical toughness and emotional indifference
within their masculinity. Lastly, Rogers, Updegraff, et al. (2017) found increased
emotional stoicism within masculine norms was associated with greater school
avoidance, dislike of school, and lessened school engagement overall. These findings
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suggest that society’s construct of masculinity and strict adherence to these roles may
influence the success male students have within the school environment. Plausible
explanations for lowered engagement may be that boys experience emotional stress from
conformity pressures or lack of emotional supports when trying to be hyper-masculine.
In summary, adolescent males may conform to traditional masculine norms by
increasing their assertiveness, competitiveness, toughness, suppression of emotions, and
reject help-seeking behaviors to avoid appearing weak or feminine (Kimmel & Messner,
2010; Wong & Rochlen, 2005). Additional feminine characteristics avoided include
strong interpersonal relationships, connectedness, cooperation, and expressing emotions.
Consequently, endorsement of these gender norms may interfere with emotional,
interpersonal, physical, psychological well-being, and school functioning. Intervention
supports may be hindered by reduced emotional functioning, students aggressively
competing with male peers, lack of deeper social connections, and reduced coping skills
to manage stressors at school and home (Kupers, 2005).

Rationale and Purpose of Study
Adolescence is a unique phase in life to examine expectations, attitudes, and
outcomes of gendered behaviors and perceptions before they are firmly developed. The
purpose of this proposed study is to explore the degree to which masculine gender norms
are endorsed both within the adolescent and their perspective on peer endorsement which
may impact their sense of belonging, isolation, and academic engagement. Specifically,
the degree masculinity may be endorsed as evidenced by scores on the Male Role Norms
Inventory-Adolescent-revised (MRNI-A-r). Secondly, how these masculine behaviors
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and roles may relate to academic engagement and feelings of belongingness as evidenced
by School Engagement Scale (SES) and Sense of Belonging Scale (SOBI). Third, we
examine how resiliency may moderate any predictable effects of masculine norms and
sense of belonging on academic engagement, as evidenced by Ego Resilience ScaleRevised (ER89-R).
Previous studies have investigated endorsement of masculine norms and social
pressures associated with learning gendered roles. However, few have studied the
individual views on self and perceived endorsement of these norms with sense of
belonging and academic engagement within this population. Also, few have studied if
resiliency may help to alleviate social pressures to allow for resistance to normative
behaviors and better outcomes. While this study is exploratory, implications of this study
could further inform future studies in hopes of more research for potential school specific
interventions and supports.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS

Participants
Participants (N =127) in this study were biologically male adolescents within the
7th or 8th grade. All participants were recruited via Qualtrics, a research sampling service,
and participated in the research by complete online surveys. Grades 7th and 8th were
selected due to their transitional time in Middle or Jr. High School. Grades 6th and 9th
were excluded due to their potential to be within Elementary or High School. These
grades were also selected due to an increase in social demands from Elementary school
where demands are less. Participants were required to be able to read at a 4th grade level
due to the intricacies of the questions asked. Those with Autism Spectrum Disorder
(ASD) and Intellectual Disability (ID) were excluded due to the abstract concepts and
social nature of questions asked that may be difficult to understand independently. These
criteria were set within the Qualtrics panel and if indicated during the survey, were
immediately exited from the survey. Any participants that may have been excluded were
not counted towards this study’s sample.
The sample collected (Table 1) indicated that the majority of parents were married
(73.2%), between the ages of 35-44 years old (51.2%), had a household income of
$100,000-$150,000 (31.5%), and had either a bachelor’s degree (24.4%) or a master’s
degree (22.1%). The adolescent sample included those primarily in Middle School
(74.8%), with the highest frequency among 8th graders (55.9%) and 13 years old (36.2%).
The majority of male participants identified as White (74%) with approximately half of

20
all participants being English Language Learners (48.8%). Approximately one third of
respondents reported that they had a 504 or Individualized Education Plan (IEP). Of those
reporting a 504 or IEP, a little over half had a 504 (55.8%), and the most common special
education classifications were Emotional Disturbance (11.6%) and Visual Impairment
(11.6%). Of note, eight participants reported their gender identity as female and three
reported being transgender (male to female). Most participants reported their sexual
orientation as heterosexual (94.5%). See Table 1 for the demographics of the sample.
Table 1
Demographic Data for Research Sample
Demographics
N
Parent Marital Status
Single, never married
14
Married
93
Separated
4
Widowed
1
Divorced
6
Living together
8
In a relationship, but living apart 1
Parent Education Level
Completed some high school
2
High school graduate
18
Completed some college
21
Associate degree
14
Bachelor's degree
31
Completed some postgraduate
1
Master's degree
28
Ph.D., law or medical degree
11
Other
1
Adolescent Grade
th
7
56
th
8
71
Adolescent Age
11 years
6
12 years
27

Percent ‘’

Demographics
N
Parent Age
11.02% 18 to 24 years
4
73.23% 25 to 34 years
32
3.15% 35 to 44 years
65
0.79% 45 to 54 years
23
4.72% 55 to 64 years
2
6.30% Age 65 or older
1
0.79%
Household Income
1.57% Less than $25,000
5
14.17% $25,000 to $34,999
7
16.54% $35,000 to $49,999
13
11.02% $50,000 to $74,999
16
24.41% $75,000 to $99,999
15
0.79% $100,000 to $149,999
40
22.05% $150,000 to $199,999
17
8.66% $200,000 or more
14
0.79%
School
44.09% Middle School
95
55.91% Jr. High School
32
Adolescent’s Ethnicity
4.72% White
94
21.26% Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 12

Percent
3.15%
25.20%
51.18%
18.11%
1.57%
0.79%

3.94%
5.51%
10.24%
12.60%
11.81%
31.50%
13.39%
11.02%

74.80%
25.20%
74.02%
9.45%
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Demographics
Demographics
N Percent ‘’
N Percent
13 years
46 36.22% Black or African American 10 7.9%
14 years
37 29.13% Asian
7 5.51%
15 years
11 8.66% Other
4 3.2%
Free
or
Reduced
Lunch
English Language Learner
Yes
65 51.18% Yes
79 62.20%
No
62 48.82% No
48 37.80%
504 or IEP
Disability
Yes
24 18.90% Yes
43 33.86%
No
103 81.10% No
84 66.14%
Adolescent Gender Identity
Special Education Classification
504
24 55.80% Male
119 93.70%
Deaf-blindness
1 2.30% Female
8 6.30%
Adolescent Transgender
Emotional Disturbance
5 11.60%
Hearing Impairment
1 2.30% No
124 97.64%
Multiple disabilities
1 2.30% Yes (male to female)
3 2.36%
Adolescent Sexual Orientation
Other Health Impairment
1 2.30%
Specific Learning Disability
2 4.70% Heterosexual/straight
120 94.49%
Speech or Language Impairment 2 4.70% Bisexual
5 3.94%
Traumatic Brain Injury
1 2.30% Gay
2 1.57%
Visual Impairment
5 11.60%
Measures
Procedure
After obtaining approval for the study from the Utah State University Institutional
Review Board, participants were recruited through a Qualtrics panel. All information
regarding the study, consent forms, and measures were completed online through the
Qualtrics system. The participant and their parent both completed an online survey
containing demographic questions. The online survey first presented a letter of
information for the parent information and consent before the parent completed the
demographic survey. After parental consent and completion of the demographic survey,
parents were instructed to provide their son privacy while he completed the remaining
questions. The adolescent survey entailed a self-report scale assessing self and peer
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endorsement of male norms (MRNI-A-r), an attention question, a resiliency self-report
measure (ER89-R), a sense of belonging scale (SOBI), school engagement (SES), and a
traditional gender norm scale (TMF). Descriptions of each survey measure follow.
Demographic Form
A brief demographic questionnaire was developed to gather information from
parents about the adolescent participants. Information obtained included family home,
marital status, socioeconomic status, participant grade, school level age, ethnicity,
English-language learner (ELL) services, and disabilities as proposed by Hughes et al.
(2016) for inclusive demographic descriptions (see Appendix A).
Male Role Norms Inventory – Adolescent – Revised
The Male Role Norms Inventory – Adolescent – Revised (MRNI-A-r) was chosen
for this study to assess student endorsement of traditional masculine gender
characteristics from self and perspective on peer endorsement (see Appendix B).
Participants rated 60 items on a Likert Scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
in which higher scores correspond to greater endorsed of overt masculine norms about
themselves and perceived peer endorsement of those norms. The MRI-A-r reports
internal reliability ranging from 0.71 to 0.89 for its entirety and three factors: emotionally
detached dominance (easier to dominate over others when there is a lack of emotional
vulnerability), toughness (aggression, avoidance of softness, and determination), and
avoidance of femininity (sensitive, dependent, passive; Levant et al., 2012). Within this
study reliability for emotionally detached dominance (16 items) was α = 0.90 for self and
α = 0.92 for peer, toughness (7 items) α = 0.71 for self and α = 0.84 for peer, avoidance
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of femininity (6 items) α = 0.80 for self and α = 0.88 for peer, and endorsement total (29
items) α = 0.92 for self and α = 0.95 for peer.
Attention
One attention question was included directing the adolescent to select answer B
(Appendix C). This was an attempt to determine if the individual was trying to hurry
through the questions or paying attention to their responses. Any participants who
answered incorrectly automatically had their survey end by Qualtrics and were not
included within this study’s sample.
Ego Resiliency Scale-Revised
The Ego Resiliency Scale-Revised (ER89-R) was chosen for this study to assess
the individual’s ability to adapt to changing emotions based on environmental
circumstances (see Appendix D). Participants rated ten items on a Likert Scale of 1 (does
not apply at all) to 4 (applies very strongly) to indicate how each statement applied to
them; higher scores related to greater resiliency levels. The ER89-R reports a reliability
of 0.75 overall with subscales of openness to life experiences at 0.79 and optimal
regulation at 0.85 (Alessandri, Vecchio, et al., 2007). Across ethnic groups (European,
Asian-American, Hispanic, and African American), ER89-R also reports reliability levels
from 0.70-0.80 within undergraduate students (Alessandri, Vecchione, et al., 2012).
Within this study reliability for the total score was α = 0.80 (10 items), α = 0.66 for
optimal regulation (6 items), and α = 0.71 for openness to life experiences (4 items).
Sense of Belonging Scale
The Sense of Belonging Scale (SOBI) was chosen to measure the degree to which
students perceived peer support (supportive connections), faculty support (supportive
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staff relationships), classroom comfort (contributing verbally during class), isolation
(feeling alone), and empathetic understanding (recognition and comprehension of
struggles) from others (see Appendix E). The SOBI is a 26-item self-report measure
using a Likert Scale of 1 (completely untrue) to 5 (completely true; Hoffman et al., 2002).
The scale consists of 5 subscales: perceived peer support (8 items; α = 0.87), perceived
faculty support/comfort (6 items; α = 0.87), perceived classroom comfort (4 items; α =
0.90), perceived isolation (4 items; α = 0.82), and empathetic faculty understanding (4
items; α = 0.85). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the total Sense of Belonging scale is α
= 0.90 (Tovar & Simon, 2010). Within this study reliability for sense of belonging total
score was α = 0.93, α = 0.83 for perceived peer support, α = 0.87 for perceived faculty
support, α = 0.87 for classroom comfort, α = 0.73 for perceived isolation, α = 0.78 for
empathetic faculty, and additionally α = 0.82 for empathetic peer. Higher scores indicate
increased perceptions of comfort and support, both academically and socially, which may
increase a student’s ability to cope with stressors.
School Engagement Scale
The School Engagement Scale (SES; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, Friedel, et al., 2005)
was chosen to measure academic engagement within the school (see Appendix F). The
SES is a 15-item self-report measure using a Likert Scale of 1 (never) to 5 (all of the
time). The SES is composed of three subscales attributing to behavioral engagement (4
items), emotional engagement (6 items), and cognitive engagement (5 items); higher
scores on the SES scale would indicate higher levels of school engagement. The
Behavioral Engagement scale asked students to rate how often they are on task with
statements such as, “I pay attention in class.” The Emotional Engagement scale asks
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students to rate how often they experience positive emotions about school with
statements such as, “I like being at school.” The Cognitive Engagement scale asks
students to rate how often they work hard in school or attempt to learn new material with
statements such as, “I check my schoolwork for mistakes.” These scales have been shown
to have strong psychometric properties, internal consistency, convergent and divergent
validity, and measurement invariance across gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status
(Wang et al., 2011). Prior studies have shown an internal consistency reliability from
0.77 to 0.87 with middle school students (Hazel et al., 2014; Mo & Singh, 2008). Within
this study reliability scores for total engagement was α = 0.88, behavioral engagement α
= 0.22, emotional engagement α = 0.71, and cognitive engagement α = 0.87.
Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale
The Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale (TMF) was also included to assess
the adolescent’s gender characteristics on a Likert-scale (Kachel et al., 2016). Participants
self-rated six items on a Likert Scale of 1 (very masculine) to 7 (very feminine) to
indicate how each statement applied to them (see Appendix G). Prior research has shown
to have an internal reliability of 0.94 (Kachel et al., 2016). Within this study the total
score for TMF was α = 0.95 (6 items).
Adolescent Self Demographic
Brief demographic questions were developed to gather information from the
adolescent regarding their gender identity, if they’re transgender, and sexual orientation
(see Appendix H). This information was collected and included within the study’s
demographic information.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The present study was designed to examine connections between masculinity and
the purposed hypotheses discussed shortly. Prior to inferential statistics regarding the
target research questions, we report descriptive statistics for each measure (e.g., totals for
mean, standard deviation, the range of scores, and percentages) in Table 2 below. After, a
Pearson correlation matrix is presented to show correlations between male reported
norms, sense of belonging, resiliency, and student engagement (Table 3). Lastly, the
following section will review results for each research question.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics
M
SD
Range Skewness Kurtosis
Male Role Norms Inventory – Adolescent – Revised
0.26
0.20
Endorsement Total - Self
124.62 28.05 61-210
Endorsement Total - Peer
138.43 32.32 51-210
-0.46
-0.23
Emotionally Detached Dominance- Self 60.40 18.16 23-112
0.33
0.03
-0.27
-0.27
Emotionally Detached Dominance- Peer 69.08 18.95 19-112
Toughness - Self
31.40 6.93 12-49
0.05
0.30
Toughness - Peer
34.05 8.33
7-49
-0.63
0.15
-0.59
0.32
Avoidance of Femininity - Self
28.28 7.77
6-42
Avoidance of Femininity - Peer
30.86 8.30
6-42
-0.69
-0.04
Sense of Belonging Scale
0.56
0.47
Sense of Belonging Scale Total Score
72.73 20.02 32-135
Peer Support
18.77 6.13
8-39
0.78
0.72
Faculty Support
13.50 5.34
6-30
0.83
0.48
0.81
0.06
Classroom Comfort
9.07
3.90
4-20
Isolation
12.67 3.92
4-20
-0.17
-0.80
Empathetic Staff
8.99
3.34
4-20
0.58
0.36
0.61
0.28
Empathetic Peer
9.72
3.71
4-20
School Engagement Scale
School Engagement Scale Total Score
50.87 10.93 25-74
-0.42
-0.52
0.06
-0.04
Behavioral Engagement
13.96 2.37
7-20
Scale
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Scale
Emotional Engagement
Cognitive Engagement

M
SD
Range
20.67 4.49
9-30
16.24 5.37
5-25
Ego Resiliency Scale-Revised
Ego Resiliency Scale-Revised Total Score 30.05 5.27 16-40
Optimal Regulation
17.94 3.21 10-24
Openness to Life Experiences
12.10 2.64
5-16
Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale
TMF Total Score
14.39 7.72
6-42

Skewness Kurtosis
-0.59
0.13
-0.50
-0.74
-0.39
-0.26
-0.65

-0.31
-0.48
-0.16

1.79

3.60

Note. N =127; Skewness SD = 0.22; Kurtosis SD = 0.43.
A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to assess the linear relationships
between scales used within this study (Table 3). Significant positive correlations were
found for endorsement of masculinity between self and peers, endorsement from self with
school engagement, endorsement from self with resiliency, and school engagement with
resiliency. Significant negative correlations were found for endorsement from self with
sense of belonging, endorsement from peers with sense of belonging, sense of belonging
with school engagement, and sense of belonging with resiliency. Significant correlations
were not found for endorsement from peers with school engagement, endorsement from
peers and resiliency, and traditional masculinity-femininity scale was not significantly
correlated with any other scale used within this study. This may be due to the fact that
TMF had such a low floor and was highly skewed (Table 2).

Table 3
Pearson Correlations for Endorsement of Masculinity, Belongingness, School
Engagement, Resiliency, and Traditional Masculinity-Femininity
Endorsement Sense of
School
Overall - Peer Belonging Engagement
Variables

Ego
Resiliency
ScaleRevised

Traditional
MasculinityFemininity
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r

r

r

r

r

Endorsement
Total - Self

0.70***

-0.27**

0.22*

0.27**

0.01

Endorsement
Total - Peer

-

-0.18*

0.02

0.13

0.06

Sense of
Belonging

-

-

-0.73***

-0.70***

-0.06

School
Engagement

-

-

-

0.58***

0.01

Ego Resiliency
Scale-Revised

-

-

-

-

-0.05

Note. r = Pearson correlation; * = p < 0.05, ** = p <0.01, *** = p < 0.001, p = 2-tailed
significance; N =127 for all scales.

Research Questions
Research Question #1: Is there a significant difference between self-endorsed and
perceived peer endorsement ratings of masculine characteristics overall and within
subscales of the Male Role Norms Inventory – Adolescent – Revised measure?
A paired samples t-test was conducted to examine the difference between self and
perceived peer endorsement to conform to traditional masculinity on the MRNI-A-r scale
for the overall score and the subscales (see Table 4 below). Cohen’s d is used to
determine effect size with low = 0.2, medium = 0.5, and high = 0.8. Within every
subscale of MRNI-A-r, peer-endorsement was significantly higher than self-endorsement,
with medium effect sizes (see Table 4 for statistical information). The higher perceived
peer endorsement indicates that subjects perceived greater external pressures to conform
than internalized behaviors. Overall participants felt that peers endorsed more
hypermasculine norms through dominance over others by lack of emotional vulnerability
(i.e., emotionally detached dominance subscale), avoidance of softness, being aggressive,
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and determination (i.e., toughness), and avoidance of sensitivity or emotions, overly
independent, and assertiveness (i.e., avoidance of femininity).

Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Paired Sample T-Tests for Male Role Norms Inventory
– Adolescent – Revised
Scale

Endorsement
Overall
Emotionally
Detached
Dominance

Paired
Variables
Self - Peer

Avoidance of
Femininity

SD SEM

124.62 28.05 2.49

Peer

138.43 32.32 2.87

Self - Peer

t

d

r

p

-8.68 15.38 1.37 -11.38 -5.98 -6.36 0.56 0.66 < 0.01

Self

60.40 18.16 1.61

Peer

69.08 18.95 1.68
-2.65 6.24 0.55 -3.74 -1.55 -4.78 0.42 0.68 < 0.01

Self

31.40 6.93 0.62

Peer

34.05 8.33 0.74

Self - Peer

95% CI

LL UL
-13.81 23.82 2.11 -17.99 -9.63 -6.53 0.58 0.70 < 0.01

Self

Self - Peer
Toughness

M

-2.58 6.65 0.59 -3.75 -1.41 -4.38 0.39 0.66 < 0.01

Self

28.28 7.77 0.69

Peer

30.86 8.30 0.74

Note. N =127; df = 126; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; SEM = standard error
mean; CI = confidence interval of the difference; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; d =
Cohen's d.
Research Question #2: Does perceived peer endorsement of masculinity change or
explain the strength of (i.e., moderate or mediate) the relationship between selfendorsed masculinity characteristics and sense of belongingness?
Mediation
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Using Hayes PROCESS in SPSS (Hayes, 2013), an overall mediation regression
model (see Table 5 for statistical analysis) was completed using the Endorsement Overall
- Self (ST), Endorsement Overall - Peer (PT), and Sense of Belonging Scale Total Score
(BT). Within this overall model, endorsement of masculine roles from self (ST)
negatively predicted a sense of belonging overall (BT) and ST positively affected PT;
however, PT did not significantly affect belonging overall (BT). Analyzing the indirect
effects, indicated that peer endorsement of masculine norms (PT) did not significantly
mediate the relationship between ST and BT. Overall, this model of ST, through PT, on
BT was partially mediated but not to a significant degree as the indirect effect confidence
interval includes zero, Bootstrap CI = [-0.14, 0.15], Sobel p = 0.88.
Table 5
PROCESS Mediation Model
Variable

Endorsement Self Total (X)

Path

b

SE

p

95% CI " Path b SE p
95% CI
LL UL
LL UL
Sense of Belonging Total (Y)
Endorsement - Peer Total (M)
c
-0.19 0.06 <0.01 -0.31 -0.07 a 0.80 0.07 <0.01 0.66 0.95
c'
-0.20 0.09 0.02 -0.37 -0.03
i
0.01 0.07
-0.14 0.14

Endorsement b
0.01 0.08 0.88 -0.14 0.16
Peer Total (M)
Model
R2 = 0.07, F(2,124) = 4.76, p = 0.01
Summary
Peer Support (Y)
Staff Support (Y)
1
1
Emotionally
c
-0.01 0.04 0.89 -0.08 0.07 c 0.01 0.03 0.87 -0.06 0.07
Detached
c'1 -0.06 0.05 0.21 -0.16 0.04 c'1 -0.02 0.04 0.70 -0.10 0.07
Dominancei1
0.06 0.03
-0.01 0.13 i1 0.02 0.03
-0.03 0.08
Self (X)
c2
-0.34 0.11 <0.01 -0.56 -0.13 c2 -0.27 0.10 0.01 -0.46 -0.08
Toughness 2
c'
-0.31 0.14 0.02 -0.58 -0.04 c'2 -0.29 0.12 0.02 -0.53 -0.05
Self (X)
i2
-0.03 0.10
-0.22 0.18 i2 0.02 0.08
-0.12 0.21
3
c
0.13 0.08 0.09 -0.02 0.29 c3 0.09 0.07 0.23 -0.05 0.22
c'3
0.19 0.10 0.06 -0.01 0.38 c'3 0.08 0.09 0.36 -0.09 0.25
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Variable

Path

b

SE

p

95% CI " Path b
LL UL

Avoidance of
Femininity i3
-0.05 0.07
-0.21 0.07
Self (X)
Model
R2 = 0.15, F(6,120) = 3.42, p < 0.01
Summary
Empathetic Staff (Y)
1
Emotionally
c
0.01 0.02 0.56 -0.03 0.06
Detached
c'1 -0.02 0.03 0.44 -0.07 0.03
Dominancei1
0.03 0.02
0.00 0.07
Self (X)
c2
-0.16 0.06 0.01 -0.28 -0.04
Toughness 2
c'
-0.10 0.08 0.18 -0.25 0.05
Self (X)
2
i
-0.06 0.05
-0.16 0.04
c3
0.05 0.04 0.31 0.04 0.31
Avoidance of
Femininity c'3
0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09
3
Self (X)
i
-0.05 0.04
-0.13 0.02
Model
R2 = 0.11, F(6,120) = 2.48, p = 0.03
Summary
Isolation (Y)
1
Emotionally
c
-0.09 0.03 <0.01 -0.14 -0.04
Detached
c'1 -0.04 0.03 0.15 -0.10 0.02
Dominancei1
-0.05 0.02
-0.08 -0.01
Self (X)
c2
0.05 0.07 0.50 -0.09 0.19
Toughness 2
c'
0.06 0.08 0.49 -0.11 0.23
Self (X)
2
i
-0.01 0.06
-0.14 0.11
c3
0.02 0.05 0.72 -0.08 0.12
Avoidance of
Femininity c'3 -0.02 0.06 0.81 -0.14 0.11
Self (X)
i3
0.03 0.05
-0.04 0.14
Model
R2 = 0.19, F(6,120) = 4.563 p < 0.01
Summary
Emotionally Detached Dominance Peer (M)
Emotionally
Detached
a1
0.47 0.09 <0.01 0.29 0.64
DominanceSelf (X)
Toughness a1
0.60 0.26 0.02 0.09 1.10
Self (X)
Avoidance of
Femininity a1
0.40 0.18 0.03 0.04 0.76
Self (X)

SE

i3 0.01 0.06

p

95% CI
LL UL
-0.13 0.12

R2 = 0.10, F(6,120) = 2.11,
p = 0.06
Empathetic Peer (Y)
1
c 0.02 0.02 0.34 -0.02 0.07
c'1 0.01 0.03 0.66 -0.05 0.07
i1 0.01 0.02

-0.03 0.05

c2 -0.20 0.07 <0.01 0.07 0.00
c'2 -0.23 0.09 0.01 0.09 0.01
i2 0.03 0.06
-0.08 0.16
c3 0.03 0.05 0.50 0.05 0.50
c'3 0.04 0.06 0.48 0.06 0.48
i3 -0.01 0.04
-0.09 0.07
2
R = 0.09, F(6,120) = 1.89,
p = 0.09
Classroom (Y)
1
c 0.01 0.03 0.65 -0.04 0.06
c'1 -0.01 0.03 0.82 -0.07 0.06
i1 0.02 0.02

-0.02 0.06

c2 -0.13 0.07 0.08 -0.27 0.02
c'2 -0.17 0.09 0.07 -0.35 0.01
i2 0.04 0.07
-0.08 0.18
c3 0.04 0.05 0.48 -0.07 0.14
c'3 0.05 0.07 0.44 -0.08 0.18
i3 -0.01 0.05
-0.12 0.07
2
R = 0.05, F(6,120) = 1.06,
p = 0.39
Toughness Peer (M)
a2 -0.05 0.04 0.26 -0.12 0.03
a2 0.78 0.11 <0.01 0.55 1.00
a2 0.20 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.36
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Variable
Peer Support
(Y)
Faculty
Support (Y)
Empathetic
Staff (Y)
Empathetic
Peer (Y)
Isolation (Y)
Classroom
Comfort (Y)

Path

b

SE

b1

0.10

0.05

0.07 -0.01 0.21

b2 -0.08 0.14 0.59 -0.35 0.20

b1

0.05

0.05

0.34 -0.05 0.14

b2 <0.01 0.12 1.00 -0.24 0.25

b1

0.06

0.03

0.06

0.00 0.12

b2 -0.09 0.08 0.26 -0.24 0.07

b1

0.02

0.03

0.57 -0.05 0.09

b2 0.03 0.09 0.71 -0.14 0.20

b1

-0.09 0.03

0.01 -0.15 -0.02

b2 0.02 0.09 0.86 -0.16 0.19

b1

0.04

0.28 -0.03 0.11

b2 0.04 0.09 0.68 -0.14 0.22

0.04

p

95% CI " Path b
LL UL

SE

p

95% CI
LL UL

Avoidance of Femininity - Peer (M)
Emotionally
Detached
DominanceSelf (X)
Toughness Self (X)
Avoidance of
Femininity Self (X)
Peer Support
(Y)
Faculty
Support (Y)
Empathetic
Staff (Y)
Empathetic
Peer (Y)
Isolation (Y)
Classroom
Comfort (Y)

a3

-0.04 0.04

0.33 -0.12 0.04

a3

0.27

0.12

0.02

a3

0.61

0.08 <0.01 0.45 0.78

b3

-0.13 0.11

0.26 -0.36 0.10

b3

-0.02 0.10

0.83 -0.22 0.18

b3

-0.09 0.06

0.17 -0.21 0.04

b3

-0.04 0.07

0.59 -0.18 0.10

b3

0.11

0.07

0.14 -0.03 0.25

b3

-0.06 0.08

0.43 -0.21 0.09

0.04 0.50

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; i=a1b1 + a2b2 +
a3b3; indirect confidence intervals are with 5000 bootstrap
To examine factors more in-depth, PROCESS mediation models (Hayes, 2013)
were completed for each dependent subscale for belonging (peer support, faculty support,
classroom comfort, isolation, empathetic staff, and empathetic peer) including each
subscale for endorsement of traditional gender masculinity (emotional detachment
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dominance, toughness, and avoidance of femininity) for self (independent) and peers
(mediators). Except for Emotionally Detached Dominance – Self through Emotionally
Detached Dominance – Peer on Isolation, all other mediation models were not significant
when looking at bootstrapped confidence intervals (see Table 5 for statistical
information).
The mediation model with Emotionally Detached Dominance – Self (ES) through
Emotionally Detached Dominance – Peer (EP) negatively predicted feelings of Isolation
(Figure 1). ES did not have a significant relationship with the other mediators, Toughness
- Peer (TP) and Avoidance of Femininity - Peer (FP); however, ES did have a significant
positive relationship with EP. Similarly, only the EP mediator had a significant negative
affect on Isolation. After accounting for EP, ES had a nonsignificant negative impact on
Isolation. Additionally, when analyzing the indirect effect (Bootstrap CI = [-0.08, -0.01],
Sobel p = 0.02), results indicate that EP fully mediates the relationship between ES and
Isolation. These results indicate that endorsement from peers to dominate via emotion
suppression explains the negative relationship between self-endorsement of emotionally
detached dominance and feelings of isolation.
Figure 1
Mediation of Emotionally Detached Dominance - Self by Emotionally Detached
Dominance – Peer on Isolation
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Moderation
Using Hayes PROCESS in SPSS (Hayes, 2013), a moderation regression model
(see Table 6 for statistical information) was also completed using the same factors to
investigate if peer endorsement of masculine norms moderates the effects of selfendorsement on feelings of belonging. An overall model (Table 6) was first conducted
with significant results explaining 28.98% of the variance in Sense of Belonging Scale
Total Score (BT). Individually, the positive relationships of ST on BT and PT on BT
were nonsignificant. Thus, the interaction between ST and PT on BT was not significant
either. Overall, results revealed no moderation effect between self-endorsed masculine
characteristics and peer-endorsed on sense of belongingness generally.
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Table 6
PROCESS Moderation Total Model
Predictor

Path

b

SE

t

p

95% CI
LL
UL

Sense of Belonging Total (Y)
Endorsement - Self Total
(X)
Endorsement - Peer Total
(W)
ST x PT
Model Summary

a

0.15

0.28

0.54

0.59

-0.41

0.71

b

0.25

0.20

1.27

0.21

-0.14

0.64

c

< 0.01 < 0.01 -1.31 0.19 -0.01 0.00
R = 0.08, F(3, 123) =3.76 p =0.01, DR2 = 0.01
2

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; ST = Endorsement
of Self Total; PT = Endorsement from Peer Total.
Nevertheless, to examine these factors in-depth, a PROCESS moderation model
(Table 7) was completed using each subscale of masculine endorsement (emotional
detached dominance, toughness, and avoidance of femininity) for self and peers, and for
each of the subscales for belonging (peer support, faculty support, classroom comfort,
isolation, empathetic staff, and empathetic peer). The following results discuss only
significant interactions with a significant simple slope analysis (Table 8) at one standard
deviation below the mean (-1 SD), at the mean (0 SD), and at one standard deviation
above the mean (+1 SD). Additional simple slope analyses were not included due to the
main effect being insignificant (see Table 8 and 7).
Table 7
PROCESS Moderation Outcome Model
Predictor Path

EP (W) b

1

b

SE

t

p

95% CI ‘ Path
LL UL

Peer Support (Y)
0.57 0.26 2.21 0.03 0.06 1.07

b1

b

SE

t

p

95% CI
LL UL
Faculty Support (Y)
0.20 0.24 0.81 0.42 -0.28 0.68
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Predictor Path

b

SE

t

p

95% CI ‘ Path b
SE
t
p
95% CI
LL UL
LL UL
2
2
TP (W) b -1.35 0.66 -2.03 0.04 -2.66 -0.03 b -0.86 0.63 -1.36 0.18 -2.10 0.39
FP (W) b3 0.24 0.57 0.43 0.67 -0.88 1.36 b3 0.52 0.54 0.98 0.33 -0.54 1.59
ES (X) a1 -0.28 0.20 -1.41 0.16 -0.68 0.11 a1 -0.10 0.19 -0.54 0.59 -0.48 0.27
ES x EP c1 -0.01 <0.01 -2.04 0.04 -0.01 0.00 c1 <0.01 <0.01 -0.91 0.36 -0.01 0.00
ES x TP c2 0.02 0.01 1.95 0.05 0.00 0.04 c2 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.52 -0.01 0.02
ES x FP c3 <0.01 0.01 0.21 0.84 -0.02 0.02 c3 <0.01 0.01 0.35 0.73 -0.01 0.02
TS (X) a2 0.80 0.54 1.49 0.14 -0.26 1.86 a2 0.41 0.51 0.80 0.42 -0.60 1.41
TS x EP c4 <0.01 0.01 -0.24 0.81 -0.02 0.02 c4 <0.01 0.01 0.13 0.89 -0.02 0.02
TS x TP c5 -0.03 0.02 -1.48 0.14 -0.07 0.01 c5 -0.02 0.02 -0.82 0.41 -0.05 0.02
TS x FP c6 <0.01 0.02 0.07 0.95 -0.04 0.05 c6 -0.01 0.02 -0.47 0.64 -0.05 0.03
FP (X) a3 -0.53 0.38 -1.41 0.16 -1.29 0.22 a3 -0.62 0.36 -1.73 0.09 -1.33 0.09
FS x EP c7 <0.01 0.01 0.08 0.94 -0.01 0.02 c7 <0.01 0.01 -0.12 0.90 -0.02 0.01
FS x TP c8 0.04 0.02 1.89 0.06 0.00 0.07 c8 0.03 0.02 1.96 0.05 0.00 0.07
FS x FP c9 -0.02 0.01 -1.41 0.16 -0.04 0.01 c9 -0.01 0.01 -1.22 0.22 -0.03 0.01
R2 = 0.30, F(15, 111) =3.21, p <0.1,
R2 = 0.18, F(15, 111) =1.57, p =0.09,
2
DR = 0.16
DR2 = 0.08
Empathetic Staff (Y)
Empathetic Peer (Y)
1
1
EP (W) b 0.16 0.15 1.11 0.27 -0.13 0.45 b 0.36 0.16 2.23 0.03 0.04 0.68
TP (W) b2 -0.43 0.38 -1.12 0.26 -1.18 0.32 b2 -0.76 0.42 -1.82 0.07 -1.59 0.07
FP (W) b3 0.25 0.32 0.76 0.45 -0.40 0.89 b3 -0.01 0.36 -0.03 0.97 -0.72 0.70
ES (X) a1 -0.10 0.11 -0.86 0.39 -0.33 0.13 a1 0.03 0.13 0.20 0.84 -0.23 0.28
ES x EP c1 <0.01 <0.01 -1.39 0.17 -0.01 0.00 c1 <0.01 <0.01 -1.86 0.07 -0.01 0.00
ES x TP c2 <0.01 0.01 -0.48 0.63 -0.01 0.01 c2 <0.01 0.01 0.70 0.48 -0.01 0.02
ES x FP c3 0.01 0.01 2.24 0.03 0.00 0.02 c3 <0.01 0.01 0.76 0.45 -0.01 0.02
TS (X) a2 0.39 0.31 1.27 0.21 -0.22 1.00 a2 0.10 0.34 0.30 0.76 -0.57 0.77
TS x EP c4 <0.01 0.01 0.17 0.86 -0.01 0.01 c4 <0.01 0.01 0.11 0.91 -0.01 0.01
TS x TP c5 <0.01 0.01 0.15 0.88 -0.02 0.02 c5 -0.01 0.01 -0.56 0.57 -0.03 0.02
TS x FP c6 -0.02 0.01 -1.55 0.13 -0.05 0.01 c6 -0.01 0.01 -0.39 0.70 -0.03 0.02
FP (X) a3 -0.01 0.22 -0.05 0.96 -0.44 0.42 a3 -0.49 0.24 -2.05 0.04 -0.96 -0.02
FS x EP c7 <0.01 <0.01 0.10 0.92 -0.01 0.01 c7 <0.01 <0.01 -0.87 0.39 -0.01 0.01
FS x TP c8 0.02 0.01 1.45 0.15 -0.01 0.04 c8 0.03 0.01 2.21 0.03 0.00 0.05
FS x FP c9 -0.01 0.01 -2.14 0.03 -0.03 0.00 c9 <0.01 0.01 -0.27 0.79 -0.02 0.01
R2 = 0.23, F(15, 111) = 2.26, p = 0.01,
R2 = 0.24, F(15, 111) = 2.37, p = 0.01,
DR2 = 0.12
DR2 = 0.16
Isolation (Y)
Classroom Comfort (Y)
EP (W) b1 0.09 0.17 0.56 0.57 -0.24 0.43

b1

TP (W) b2 -0.04 0.44 -0.10 0.92 -0.91 0.82
FP (W) b3 -0.11 0.37 -0.29 0.77 -0.84 0.63

b2 -0.44 0.46 -0.94 0.35 -1.36 0.48
b3 0.23 0.40 0.58 0.56 -0.56 1.01

0.12 0.18 0.67 0.51 -0.24 0.47
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Predictor Path

b

SE

t

p

95% CI ‘ Path b
SE
t
p
95% CI
LL UL
LL UL
1
1
ES (X) a 0.05 0.13 0.38 0.71 -0.21 0.31 a -0.07 0.14 -0.53 0.60 -0.35 0.20
ES x EP c1 <0.01 <0.01 0.30 0.77 0.00 0.01 c1 <0.01 <0.01 -1.41 0.16 -0.01 0.00
ES x TP c2 -0.01 0.01 -0.99 0.33 -0.02 0.01 c2 0.01 0.01 1.04 0.30 -0.01 0.02
ES x FP c3 <0.01 0.01 0.54 0.59 -0.01 0.02 c3 <0.01 0.01 0.29 0.77 -0.01 0.01
TS (X) a2 0.19 0.35 0.53 0.60 -0.51 0.88 a2 0.22 0.37 0.60 0.55 -0.52 0.97
TS x EP c4 -0.01 0.01 -1.00 0.32 -0.02 0.01 c4 <0.01 0.01 0.54 0.59 -0.01 0.02
TS x TP c5 0.03 0.01 2.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 c5 -0.02 0.01 -1.63 0.11 -0.05 0.00
TS x FP c6 -0.02 0.02 -1.14 0.25 -0.05 0.01 c6 <0.01 0.02 0.16 0.88 -0.03 0.03
FP (X) a3 -0.23 0.25 -0.93 0.36 -0.72 0.26 a3 -0.29 0.27 -1.10 0.27 -0.82 0.23
FS x EP c7 <0.01 0.01 0.11 0.91 -0.01 0.01 c7 <0.01 0.01 -0.14 0.89 -0.01 0.01
FS x TP c8 -0.01 0.01 -1.15 0.25 -0.04 0.01 c8 0.03 0.01 2.03 0.04 0.00 0.05
FS x FP c9 0.02 0.01 2.86 0.01 0.01 0.04 c9 -0.02 0.01 -2.02 0.05 -0.03 0.00
R2 = 0.27, F(15, 111) = 2.67, p < 0.01,
R2 = 0.16, F(15, 111) =1.36, p = 0.18,
DR2 = 0.08
DR2 = 0.11

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; ES = Emotionally
Detached Dominance - Self, EP = Emotionally Detached Dominance - Peer; TS =
Toughness - Self; TP = Toughness - Peer; FS= Avoidance of Femininity - Self; FP =
Avoidance of Femininity – Peer.
Table 8
PROCESS Moderation Simple Slopes of Significant Interactions
Interaction
SD: Score

b

SE

t

p

95% CI ' Interaction
b SE t
p 95% CI
LL UL SD: Score
LL UL
Peer Support (Y)
Classroom Comfort (Y)
ES x EP
-0.01 0.00 -2.04 0.04 -0.01 0.00 FS x FP
-0.02 0.01 -2.02 0.05 -0.03 0.00
-1 SD: 50.13 -0.64 0.25 -2.58 0.01 -1.14 -0.15 -1 SD: 22.56 -0.65 0.30 -2.19 0.03 -1.25 -0.06
Mean: 69.08 -0.78 0.29 -2.64 0.01 -1.36 -0.20 Mean: 30.86 -0.79 0.33 -2.35 0.02 -1.45 -0.12
+1 SD: 88.026 -0.91 0.35 -2.64 0.01 -1.60 -0.23
DR2 = 0.03, F(1, 111) = 4.15, p = 0.04
Empathetic Staff (Y)
ES x FP
0.01 0.01 2.24 0.03 0.00 0.02
-1 SD: 22.56 0.17 0.16 1.07 0.29 -0.15 0.48
Mean: 30.86 0.27 0.19 1.40 0.17 -0.11 0.65
+1 SD: 39.16 0.37 0.23 1.60 0.11 -0.09 0.82
DR2 = 0.04, F(1, 111) = 5.02, p = 0.03

+1 SD: 39.16 -0.92 0.38 -2.43 0.02 -1.67 -0.17
DR2 = 0.03, F(1, 111) = 4.89, p = 0.03
Isolation (Y)
TS x TP
0.03 0.01 2.00 0.05 0.00 0.05
-1 SD: 25.72 0.85 0.49 1.74 0.08 -0.12 1.82
Mean: 34.05 1.07 0.57 1.87 0.06 -0.06 2.20
+1 SD: 42.38 1.28 0.66 1.95 0.05 -0.02 2.59
DR2 = 0.03, F(1, 111) =3.98, p =0.05
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Interaction
b SE t
p 95% CI ' Interaction
SD: Score
LL UL SD: Score
FS x FP -0.01 0.01 -2.14 0.03 -0.03 0.00
FS x FP
-1 SD: 22.56 -0.32 0.24 -1.33 0.19 -0.81 0.16 -1 SD: 22.56
Mean: 30.86 -0.44 0.27 -1.61 0.11 -0.98 0.10 Mean: 30.86

b

SE

t

p

95% CI
LL UL
0.02 0.01 2.86 0.01 0.01 0.04
0.25 0.28 0.89 0.37 -0.30 0.80
0.43 0.31 1.36 0.18 -0.20 1.05

+1 SD: 39.16 -0.55 0.31 -1.79 0.08 -1.17 0.06 +1 SD: 39.16 0.60 0.36 1.70 0.09 -0.10 1.31
DR2 = 0.03, F(1, 111) = 4.57, p = 0.04

DR2 = 0.05, F(1, 111) = 8.17, p = 0.01

Classroom Comfort (Y)
Empathetic Peer (Y)
FS x TP 0.03 0.01 2.03 0.04 0.00 0.05
FS x TP 0.03 0.01 2.21 0.03 0.00 0.05
-1 SD: 25.72 0.40 0.35 1.12 0.26 -0.30 1.10 -1 SD: 25.72 0.18 0.32 0.58 0.56 -0.45 0.82
Mean: 34.05 0.62 0.44 1.41 0.16 -0.25 1.49 Mean: 34.05 0.40 0.39 1.02 0.31 -0.38 1.18
+1 SD: 42.38 0.84 0.53 1.58 0.12 -0.21 1.89 +1 SD: 42.38 0.62 0.48 1.30 0.20 -0.33 1.57
DR2 = 0.03, F(1, 111) = 4.12, p = 0.05
DR2 = 0.03, F(1, 111) = 4.10, p = 0.05
Note. SD = standard deviation; CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper
limit; ES = Emotionally Detached Dominance - Self, EP = Emotionally Detached
Dominance - Peer; TS = Toughness - Self; TP = Toughness - Peer; FS= Avoidance of
Femininity - Self; FP = Avoidance of Femininity - Peer
For peer support, emotionally detached dominance – peer (EP) significantly
moderated the relationship between emotionally detached dominance – self (ES) and peer
support (see Table 8 for statistical information). The simple slope analysis (Figure 2)
revealed that ES negatively predicted peer support when EP is at low, mean, and at high
levels of EP. Overall, the significant interaction suggests that ES has a negative
relationship to peer support and has a significantly more negative relationship depending
on the level of EP experienced.

Figure 2
Simple Slopes of Emotionally Detached Dominance – Peer on Emotionally Detached
Dominance – Self and Peer Support
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For classroom comfort, avoidance of femininity – peer (FP) significantly
moderated the relationship between avoidance of femininity – self (FS) and classroom
comfort (see Table 8 for statistical information). The simple slope analysis (Figure 3)
revealed that FS negatively predicted classroom comfort when FP is at low, mean, and at
high levels of FP. When the FP score is at least 16.11, the negative relationship between
FS and classroom comfort became significant (t(111) = -1.98, p = 0.05, b = -0.55). As FP
increases, the relationship between classroom comfort and FS becomes more negative
with the highest FP (42), b = -0.97, t(111) = -2.44, p = 0.02. Overall, the significant
interaction indicates that FS has a negative relationship to classroom comfort and has a
significantly more negative relationship depending on the level of FP experienced.
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Figure 3
Simple Slopes of Avoidance of Femininity – Peer on Avoidance of Femininity – Self and
Classroom Comfort

Research Question #3: Does perceived peer endorsement of masculine
characteristics, self-endorsement of masculine characteristics, and sense of
belonging predict student engagement?
A multiple linear regression model (Table 9) was run with peer endorsement
overall (PT), traditional masculinity-femininity (TMF), and belonging overall (BT) in
order to assess the degree to which they predict school engagement overall (SET). The
multiple regression model was significant with all four predictors explaining 54.5% of
the variance (see Table 9 for statistical information). Within the model, PT and TMF
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were not significant. When controlling for PT and TMF, BT was a significant predictor of
SET, with a large effect (f2 = 1.2). Additionally, resiliency was added as a second step to
investigate if it impacts school engagement overall. Resiliency was found to not have a
significant impact on SET (f2 = 0.01). To investigate engagement further the same
predictors were used with each subscale of engagement (behavioral, cognitive, and
emotional). Only significant results are reported below, see Table 9 for further statistical
information.
Table 9
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis - Sense of Belonging Total
95% CI pr2 ' b SE t
p 95% CI pr2
LL UL
LL UL
School Engagement Scale Total
Behavioral Engagement
PT -0.040.02 -1.85 0.07 -0.08 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 -0.30 0.76 -0.01 0.01 <0.01
TMF -0.040.09 -0.47 0.64 -0.21 0.13 <0.01 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.98 -0.05 0.05 <0.01
BT -0.410.03-12.13<0.01-0.48-0.34 0.55 -0.060.01 -5.76 <0.01-0.07-0.04 0.21
Res. 0.27 0.18 1.52 0.13 -0.08 0.62 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.58 0.56 -0.07 0.13 0.00
R2 = 0.55, F(3, 123) = 49.04, p <
R2 = 0.22, F(3, 123) = 11.27, p <
2
0.01, ΔR = 0.01, ΔF(1, 122) = 2.31 0.01, ΔR2 < 0.01, ΔF(1, 122) = 0.33
Cognitive Engagement
Emotional Engagement
PT -0.030.01 -2.51 0.01 -0.05-0.01 0.05 -0.010.01 -1.06 0.29 -0.03 0.01 0.01
TMF -0.050.05 -1.14 0.26 -0.14 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.32 0.75 -0.06 0.08 <0.01
BT -0.190.02-10.24<0.01-0.22-0.15 0.43 -0.170.01-12.46<0.01-0.20-0.14 0.56
Res. 0.14 0.07 1.91 0.06 -0.01 0.28 0.03 0.10 0.10 1.10 0.27 -0.08 0.29 0.01
R2 = 0.46, F(3, 123) = 35.28, p < R2= 0.56, F(3, 123) = 52.49, p < 0.01,
0.01, ΔR2 = 0.01, ΔF(1, 122) = 3.65
ΔR2 = 0.01, ΔF(1, 122) = 0.27

ModelFactor b

1
2

1
2

SE

t

p

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; PT = Endorsement
from Peer Total; TMF = Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale; BT = Sense of
Belonging Scale Total; Res. = Ego Resiliency Scale-Revised Total
For behavioral engagement in schools, peer endorsement overall (PT), traditional
masculinity-femininity (TMF), and belonging overall (BT) overall significantly predicted
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behavioral engagement (Table 9). When controlling for PT and TMF, BT was a
significant negative predictor of behavioral engagement, with a medium effect size (f2 =
0.27). The greater the sense of belonging, participants had lower behavioral engagement
(following school rules) with no significant change based on resiliency (f2 < 0.01).
For cognitive engagement in schools, peer endorsement overall (PT), traditional
masculinity-femininity (TMF), and belonging overall (BT) significantly predicted
cognitive engagement (Table 9). When controlling for TMF and BT, PT was a significant
negative predictor of cognitive engagement, with a small effect size (f2 = 0.03). Indicating
that the more peers endorsed masculine norms, participants had lower cognitive
engagement (dedication) in school. BT was also a significant negative predictor of
cognitive engagement, with a large effect size (f2 = 0.85). The greater the sense of
belonging overall, participants had lower dedication to school with no significant changes
based on resiliency (f2 = 0.01).
For emotional engagement in schools, peer endorsement overall (PT), traditional
masculinity-femininity (TMF), and belonging overall (BT) overall significantly predicted
emotional engagement (Table 9). When controlling for PT and TMF, BT was a
significant negative predictor of emotional engagement, with a large effect size (f2 =
1.24). The greater the sense of belonging overall, participants had lower emotional
engagement (interest in school) with no significant changes based on resiliency (f2 =
0.01).
Research Question #3a and #3b: Does perceived peer endorsement of masculinity
characteristics, self-endorsement of masculinity characteristics, peer support,
classroom comfort, and perceived isolation predict student reported engagement?
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Does resiliency (total score) change the predictability of these factors on school
engagement?
To examine if specific factors in sense of belonging are predictive of school
engagement, multiple hierarchical linear regressions were conducted (Table 10) with
subscales of belonging (peer support, classroom comfort, isolation), peer endorsement
overall (PT), Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale (TMF), and resiliency for each
factor of engagement (total, behavioral, cognitive, and emotional). Within the first model,
PT, TMF, peer support (P.Sup), classroom comfort (CC), and isolation (ISO) were
entered. Resiliency is then entered into the hierarchical regression within the second
block to assess if being resilient impacts school engagement when considering the other
factors. Only significant results will be presented below, see Table 10 for further
statistical information.
Table 10
Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression Analysis with Resiliency
95% CI pr2 ' b SE t
p 95% CI pr2
LL UL
LL UL
School Engagement Scale Total
Behavioral Engagement
PT -0.040.02-1.85 0.07 -0.09 0.00 0.03 -0.010.01-0.87 0.38 -0.02 0.01 0.01
TMF -0.060.09-0.70 0.49 -0.25 0.12 <0.01 -0.010.02-0.50 0.62 -0.06 0.04 <0.01
P.Sup -0.850.17-4.93<0.01-1.19-0.51 0.17 -0.080.05-1.76 0.08 -0.17 0.01 0.03
Class -0.730.27-2.71 0.01 -1.26-0.20 0.06 -0.150.07-2.13 0.04 -0.29-0.01 0.04
Iso -0.720.19-3.86<0.01-1.09-0.35 0.11 -0.230.05-4.64<0.01-0.32-0.13 0.15
R2 = 0.51, F(5, 121) = 25.05,
R2 = 0.29, F(5, 121) = 9.63,
p < 0.01
p < 0.01
PT -0.040.02-1.94 0.06 -0.09 0.00 0.03 -0.010.01-0.91 0.37 -0.02 0.01 0.01
TMF -0.040.09-0.45 0.65 -0.22 0.14 <0.01 -0.010.02-0.37 0.71 -0.06 0.04 <0.01
P.Sup -0.680.19-3.53<0.01-1.05-0.30 0.09 -0.060.05-1.12 0.27 -0.16 0.04 0.01
Class -0.620.27-2.29 0.02 -1.16-0.08 0.04 -0.140.07-1.89 0.06 -0.28 0.01 0.03
Iso -0.680.19-3.68<0.01-1.05-0.32 0.10 -0.220.05-4.51<0.01-0.32-0.12 0.15

ModelFactor b

1

2

SE

t

p
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95% CI pr2
LL UL
Res. 0.38 0.19 2.01 0.05 0.01 0.75 0.03
ΔR2 = 0.02, ΔF(1, 120) = 4.05,
p = 0.05
Cognitive Engagement
PT -0.030.01-2.50 0.01 -0.05-0.01 0.05
TMF -0.060.05-1.28 0.20 -0.16 0.03 0.01
P.Sup -0.410.09-4.54<0.01-0.59-0.23 0.15
Class -0.280.14-2.00 0.05 -0.56 0.00 0.03
Iso -0.320.10-3.22<0.01-0.51-0.12 0.08
R2 = 0.44, F(5, 121) = 18.63,
p < 0.01
PT -0.030.01-2.56 0.01 -0.05-0.01 0.05
TMF -0.050.05-1.10 0.28 -0.15 0.04 0.01
P.Sup -0.350.10-3.40<0.01-0.55-0.14 0.09
Class -0.240.14-1.68 0.10 -0.53 0.04 0.02
Iso -0.300.10-3.07<0.01-0.50-0.11 0.07
Res. 0.15 0.10 1.47 0.14 -0.05 0.34 0.02
ΔR2 = 0.01, ΔF(1, 120) = 2.16,
p = 0.14

ModelFactor b

1

2

SE

t

p

95% CI pr2
LL UL
0.05 0.05 0.99 0.32 -0.05 0.15 0.01
ΔR2 = 0.01, ΔF(1, 120) = 0.99,
p = 0.32
Emotional Engagement
-0.010.01-0.73 0.47 -0.03 0.01 <0.01
0.01 0.04 0.26 0.80 -0.07 0.09 <0.01
-0.360.07-5.00<0.01-0.50-0.22 0.17
-0.300.11-2.66 0.01 -0.52-0.08 0.06
-0.180.08-2.30 0.02 -0.33-0.03 0.04
R2 = 0.50, F(5, 121) = 24.09,
p < 0.01
-0.010.01-0.82 0.42 -0.03 0.01 0.01
0.02 0.04 0.55 0.58 -0.05 0.10 <0.01
-0.270.08-3.47<0.01-0.43-0.12 0.09
-0.240.11-2.18 0.03 -0.47-0.02 0.04
-0.160.08-2.08 0.04 -0.31-0.01 0.04
0.18 0.08 2.35 0.02 0.03 0.34 0.04
ΔR2 = 0.02, ΔF(1, 120) = 5.54,
p = 0.02

' b

SE

t

p

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; PT = Endorsement
from Peer Total; TMF = Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale; P.Sup = Peer
Support; Class = Classroom Comfort; Iso = Isolation; Res. = Ego Resiliency ScaleRevised Total
For school engagement overall (SET), the overall first model included peer
endorsement overall (PT), Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale (TMF), peer support
(P.Sup), classroom comfort (CC), and isolation (ISO), and was significant (Table 10).
These factors overall explain 50.9% of the variance in SET. When controlling for the
other variables, significant negative predictors included P.Sup with a small-medium
effect size (f2 = 0.11), CC with a small effect size (f2 = 0.03), and ISO with a small effect
size (f2 = 0.06). Lastly, the addition of resilience to the model was significant and
positively predicted SET (f2 = 0.02). Participants who had greater peer support, classroom
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comfort, or feelings of isolation had significantly lower engagement. However,
participants who were more resilient were significantly more engaged at school overall.
For behavioral engagement (following rules and attending), the first model
included peer endorsement overall (PT), Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale
(TMF), peer support (P.Sup), classroom comfort (CC), and isolation (ISO) was
significant (Table 10). When controlling for the other variables, significant negative
predictors included CC with a small effect size (f2 = 0.03) and ISO with a medium effect
size (f2 = 0.15). The addition of resilience to the model was not significant (f2 = 0.01).
Participants who had greater classroom comfort or feelings of isolation had significantly
lower behavioral engagement with no significant changes based on resiliency.
For cognitive engagement (dedication to learning), the first model included peer
endorsement overall (PT), Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale (TMF), peer support
P.Sup, classroom comfort (CC), and isolation (ISO), and was significant (Table 10).
Within the model significant negative predictors included: PT (f2 = 0.03), P.Sup (f2 =
0.11), CC (f2 = 0.02), and ISO (f2 = 0.05). The addition of resilience to the model was not
significant (f2 = 0.01). Overall, participants who perceived greater peer endorsement for
gender conformity, peer support, classroom comfort, or feelings of isolation had
significantly lower cognitive engagement with no significant changes based on resiliency.
For emotional engagement (feelings towards school), the first model included
peer endorsement overall (PT), Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale (TMF), peer
support P.Sup, classroom comfort (CC), and isolation (ISO) was significant (Table 10).
When controlling for other variables, significant negative predictors included: P.Sup with
a medium effect size (f2 = 0.12), CC with a small effect size (f2 = 0.03), and ISO with a
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small effect size (f = 0.02). The addition of resilience to the model was significant, and
positively predicted feelings towards school (f2 = 0.02). Overall, participants who had
greater peer support, classroom comfort, or feelings of isolation had significantly lower
emotional engagement. However, participants who were more resilient were significantly
more engaged at school.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

This study examined associations between self and peer endorsement of
masculine norms, sense of belonging, school engagement, resilience, and traditional
gender norms in 7th and 8th grade male adolescents. The population of adolescent males
during puberty was selected because they may face greater physical, academic, and
social-emotional challenges during their gender identity development. Our primary goals
were to examine how endorsement of masculine behaviors along with social norms and
individual resilience may impact how the male participant feels and engages while at
school. A few key themes were discovered in the results. We present results about males
internally and perceived external endorsement of hypermasculinity. Next, our results
show how endorsing traditional masculinity leads to poor relationship outcomes.
Additionally, educational outcomes appear to be negatively impacted by hypermasculine
norms and by the poor relationships that students form by exuding overt masculinity. The
remainder of this paper will briefly touch on the meaning of both nonsignificant and
significant results, congruence with previous research, and later both limitations and
areas for further study.
Endorsement of Masculine Norms
Results indicate there were significantly higher perceived peer endorsement of
masculine norms (being emotionally detached, overly tough, and avoiding being seen as
feminine) compared with internalized (self) endorsement to conform. Moreover, peer
endorsement explained students' ratings for internal pressures to be emotionally detached
and to avoid femininity. These results suggest that peer influences are the greater driving
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force for conformity to hypermasculine norms and may indicate that males do not
generally want to be hypermasculine. These findings align with previous research
showing that boys conform to hypermasculinity when given positive peer attention for
conformity (Addis, Mansfield, et al., 2010). Next, endorsement of masculine norms and
resulting outcomes that may help maintain conformity is discussed.
Hypermasculinity’s Impact on Belongingness
This thesis examined the effects that endorsement of masculinity from self and
peers has on important psychological variables such as sense of belongingness and
resiliency. One might expect that students who perceive hypermasculinity to be endorsed
by peers and by self are more likely to conform to overt masculine norms. Moreover, it
might be expected that these individuals feel they belong because they are behaving how
others expect to fit in. In contrary, our results showed that self and peer endorsement of
masculine norms were negatively correlated with a sense of belonging. Further, the
negative relationship between sense of belonging and endorsement was stronger for selfratings compared to their perspective on peer endorsement; this is consistent with some
previous research showing that suppression of self-identity in order to belong to the
overall hypermasculine group can decrease feelings of belonging (Briñol et al., 2007).
A few findings were unexpected. It was initially expected that toughness would
correlate negatively with sense of belongingness. That did not occur. There are a few
possible interpretations of these results. From one perspective, taking emotional
toughness to a hypermasculine level may cause some individuals to be unlikeable.
Similarly, some of these individuals may not feel they belong because their toughness is
abrasive to relationships or at the very least hampers the development. Another
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possibility is that emotional toughness also protects some males through “callousness.”
That is, if one is emotionally tough, they are not affected by the fact that others do not
like them. It is possible that these two phenomena occurred and canceled each other out
statistically. Further research would be needed to examine these hypotheses.
Mediation and moderation analyses revealed a difference between male’s
endorsement, isolation, and feeling supported. Specifically, when males both selfendorsed and perceived peer-endorsement of dominance they viewed themselves as being
less isolated but also less supported by peers. In other words, participants who conformed
to in-group dominant expectations felt they were not as alone, had more social
connections, but lacked deeper interpersonal relationships that they could receive support
or help from. This may also be due to students avoiding being seen as “weak” or as
feminine by seeking help from others.
Overall, results indicate that suppressing feelings and attempting to be dominant
within social situations along with peer endorsement of masculine norms may result in
having weakened interpersonal relationships and negative outcomes. Similarly, Nguyen
and colleagues (2014) found that adherence to masculine norms resulted in lower quality
of friendships and self-esteem within adolescent males and females. Overall, these results
are congruent with previous studies stating conformity allows an individual to belong to
the group but decreases the closeness and quality of relationships. Next, these factors are
also explored in how they impact school outcomes.
Hypermasculinity’s Impact on School Outcomes
There are a variety of school outcomes that are important such as grades,
graduation, resiliency, and engagement. The results of this thesis indicated some
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relationships between masculinity, belongingness, and engagement at school. For
example, self-endorsement of traditional gender norms was positively related to higher
levels of engagement. This may indicate that an internal drive for hypermasculine
behaviors is more adaptive and enables positive school engagement. However, as
previous results showed, an internal endorsement is less of a driving force of
hypermasculinity for males. When examining perceived external endorsement of
masculine norms, there was not a significant relationship with engagement nor resiliency.
Furthermore, our results are consistent with prior research that has found gender
conformity may result in lower engagement and resiliency (Ueno & McWilliams, 2010).
Participants in our research rated peer endorsement of hypermasculinity as primarily
decreasing their dedication to schoolwork (cognitive engagement). However, participants
who were more resilient had greater engagement due to positive emotions towards
school. Nevertheless, various aspects of belonging were significantly and negatively
correlated with following rules, dedication, and interest in school. These correlations
could mean that males who are engaged and resilient, felt that they did not belong or that
poor engagement and poor resiliency are the hallmarks of belonging as a male.
In addition to engagement and resiliency, one’s feelings in a classroom are
important. Within this study classroom comfort specifically examined if participants felt
comfortable speaking up in class to present ideas, ask questions, and cooperate in
discussions. Results indicated participants felt increasingly less comfortable in class the
more they internally and externally perceived endorsement to avoid feminine
characteristics. Essentially, males may avoid asking questions because it would indicate
vulnerability, show dependence on other’s support or help, and lack independent
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determination. This could have significant implication on academic engagement and
comprehension if the individual is not comfortable asking questions or asking for help.
In contrast, the traditional masculinity-femininity (TMF) scale was not
significantly predictive of any engagement or belonging scales. This lack of correlation
may have been due to TMF assessing self-conceptualization of gender (open ended
questions) rather than specific traits on the masculine inventory (close ended questions),
still developing gender identities, or due to declining attention as questions proceeded.
This may have also been due to the low TMF floor and highly skewed data.
Limitations
Although the current study was focused on endorsement of masculinity in male
adolescents, results should be interpreted with some caution due to limitations. This study
was conducted with participants responding to the online questionnaires. This could have
led to biased data from self-selection or biased to participants with internet access which
may have impacted the overall median household income ($100,000 to $149,999). The
accuracy of this study may also be limited due to remote self-report, whether parents
responded for their child or influenced response patterns, and/or if participants remained
fully engaged for the entire duration.
Accuracy of the study should also be taken into consideration. While revisions for
this study included the addition of SOBI having empathetic peer understanding (same
questions as empathetic staff) and MRNI-A-r being duplicated for peer endorsement of
norms, both had at least acceptable internal consistency in all subscales (α = 0.70 or
higher). Additionally, while the ER89-R resiliency scale was not specifically validated on
adolescent males it also had a total score within acceptable ranges. However, behavioral
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engagement on the School Engagement Scale had unacceptable internal consistency. Due
to the sample size limitations in combination with multiple subscales, results should be
considered exploratory in nature.
It should also be noted that responses were collected during June and July of
2021 during the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic. Stressors from the pandemic may
have significantly impacted the relationship between feelings of belonging and school
engagement as some participants may have been accessing their education remotely. The
additional stress of the pandemic may have also influenced response patterns from
participants due to potential limitations on social interactions. Most of the sample
population was White (74%) with nearly half being English Language Learners (48.8%).
Due to lack of diverse racial backgrounds, potential language difficulties, and smaller
sample size, results may not be generalizable to all male adolescents in middle school.
Implications for Future Research
Implications of this study could further inform the development of school-related
policies further research is needed to dig deeper within this exploratory data. Further
study should be aimed at measuring what is continuing to drive external pressures to
conform with in-group expectations. These may include examining external social
expectations within an individual’s region, support group, family, school climate,
bullying, and any internal conflicts with desired gender expression. Additionally, further
exploration on how to implement positive gender affirmations may be beneficial.
Further studies may also review rates of negative outcomes when considering
their impact on school functioning. These negative outcomes may include absences,
adverse health, adverse mental health, difficulty with academics, available resources, or
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other factors that may influence engagement while at school. While three participants
noted that they were transgender within this study, further investigation may also
consider sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression when considering
feelings of belonging at school and their engagement.

Summary
This study presents a problematic and hurtful cycle about male indoctrination of
expected behavior. Adolescent males feel they should present themselves as
hypermasculine due to perceived peer endorsement more than internal desire. Thus,
males hypermasculinity is a mechanism to socially fit in and avoid bullying to conform;
however, by adopting hypermasculine traits, they feel less like they belong and lose
meaningful and supportive relationships. This could fuel a greater drive to endorse
hypermasculinity leading to increasingly negative outcomes. Findings from this study
confirm previous research and provides unique gender data specific to adolescence.
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Appendix A. Parent – Youth Information Form
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Child’s sex at birth?
o Male
o Female (survey ends)
What is your marital status?
o Single, never married
o Married
o Separated
o Widowed
o Divorced
o Living together
o In relationship, but living apart
What is your age?
o 18 to 24 years
o 25 to 34 years
o 35 to 44 years
o 45 to 54 years
o 55 to 64 years
o Age 65 or older
What is your education level?
o Completed some high school
o High school graduate
o Completed some college
o Associate degree
o Bachelor's degree
o Completed some postgraduate
o Master's degree
o Ph.D., law or medical degree
o Other advanced degree beyond a Master's degree
Relationship to child:
o Biological Mother
o Biological Father
o Step-Mother
o Step-Father
o Adoptive Mother
o Adoptive Father
o Other Guardian
What is your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?
o Less than $25,000
o $25,000 to $34,999
o $35,000 to $49,999
o $50,000 to $74,999
o $75,000 to $99,999
o $100,000 to $149,999
o $150,000 to $199,999
o $200,000 or more
Child’s age:
o 12
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8.
9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

o 13
o 14
o 15
Child’s birth date (MM/DD/YYYY):___________
Child’s grade:
o 7th
o 8th
Attending:
o Middle School
o Jr. High School
Child’s race/ethnicity:
o White
o Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish
o Black or African American
o American Indian or Alaska Native
o Asian
o Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
o Middle Eastern or North African
o Other
Is your child receiving English Language Learner (ELL) services?
o Yes
o No
Is your child receiving reduced or free lunch at their school?
o Yes
o No
Does your child have a physical, learning, or emotional disability (e.g., learning, ADHD, anxiety)?
o Yes
o If yes, what is the disability? __________
o No
Is your child receiving 504 or special education services?
o Yes
• Under what special education classification?
1. Autism (survey ends)
2. Deaf-blindness
3. Deafness
4. Emotional disturbance
5. Hearing impairment
6. Intellectual disability (survey ends)
7. Multiple disabilities
8. Orthopedic impairment
9. Other health impairment
10. Specific learning disability
11. Speech or language impairment
12. Traumatic brain injury
13. Visual impairment
• 504
o No
Please provide your child with privacy as he completes the following survey questions.
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Appendix B. Male Role Norms Inventory Adolescent - Revised
Rate on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree), on how much you agree or disagree on
each concept as it relates to yourself over the last month. This section is on how you feel about each
statement.

Self
1.

I should never tell others if
I’m worried or afraid

2.

I shouldn’t ever show my
feelings

3.

When in a group of guys
and girls, I should always
make the final decision

4.

I shouldn’t cry, especially
in front of others

5.

If a I’m in pain, it’s better
for me to keep it to myself
rather than to let people
know

6.

Chores like doing the
laundry or cooking aren’t
for guys like me

7.

I should do whatever it
takes to be cool

8.

I shouldn’t show fear

9.

I should not tell my friends
I care about them

10. I should win at any game I
plays
11. If needed, a I should stop
being friends with
someone to be more
popular
12. I should never depend on
someone else to help me

Strongly
Disagree

Mostly
Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree

Mostly
Agree

Strongly
Agree
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13. It is not ok for me to ask
for help fixing a flat tire on
my bike
14. It’s important to me to
have the newest video
game system
15. When I’m sad or upset, I
should just “suck it up”
and get over it
16. In a group of guys and
girls, it is up to the guys
and myself to get things
organized and moving
ahead
17. It’s important for me to be
able to play it cool
18. When the going gets
tough, I get tough
19. If someone else starts it, I
should be allowed to use
violence to defend myself
20. It’s important for me to try
hard to be the best
21. If I can’t make up my
mind I will not be
respected
22. I should not throw
baseballs “like a girl”
23. If I have no interest in
adventure I’m not very
cool
24. I shouldn’t carry purses
25. It is too girlish for me to
wear make-up
26. I should play with trucks
rather than dolls
27. I should not be allowed to
wear skirts
28. Sports like hockey and
wrestling should be only
played by boys like me

69
29. I should prefer football to
sewing
30. Do you wish you would
talk more about feelings
Now rate how other boys would or would not support each idea at your school, on a scale from 1 (Strongly
Oppose) to 7 (Strongly Support), in the past month. This section is on how you think your peers would feel
about each statement.

Others
1.

Guys should never tell
others if they’re worried
or afraid

2.

Guys shouldn’t ever
show their feelings

3.

When in a group of guys
and girls, guys should
always make the final
decision

4.

Guys shouldn’t cry,
especially in front of
others

5.

If a guy is in pain, it’s
better for him to keep it
to himself rather than to
let people know

6.

Chores like doing the
laundry or cooking aren’t
for guys

7.

Guys should do whatever
it takes to be cool

8.

Guys shouldn’t show
fear

9.

Guys should not tell their
friends they care about
them

10. A guy should win at any
game he plays

Strongly
Oppose

Mostly
Oppose

Oppose Neutral

Some
Support

Mostly
Support

Strongly
Support
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11. If needed, a guy should
stop being friends with
someone to be more
popular
12. A guy should never
depend on someone else
to help him
13. It is not ok for a guy to
ask for help fixing a flat
tire on his bike
14. It’s important to have the
newest video game
system
15. When they’re sad or
upset, guys should just
“suck it up” and get over
it
16. In a group of guys and
girls, it is up to the guys
to get things organized
and moving ahead
17. It’s important for a guy
to be able to play it cool
18. When the going gets
tough, guys get tough
19. If someone else starts it,
a guy should be allowed
to use violence to defend
himself
20. It’s important for guys to
try hard to be the best
21. A guy who can’t make
up his mind will not be
respected
22. Boys should not throw
baseballs “like a girl”
23. A guy with no interest in
adventure is not very
cool
24. Guys shouldn’t carry
purses
25. It is too girlish for a guy
to wear make-up
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26. Guys should play with
trucks rather than dolls
27. Guys should not be
allowed to wear skirts
28. Sports like hockey and
wrestling should be only
played by boys
29. A boy should prefer
football to sewing
30. Other boys would be
willing to talking about
feelings
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Appendix C. Attention Question

1.

Select answer b.
a.

Carrot

b.

Onion

c.

Potato

d.

Milk

73
Appendix D. The Ego Resiliency scale - Revised
Please read the below statements about yourself and indicate how well it applies to you from 1 (does not
apply at all) to 4 (applies very strongly). Let me know how true the following characteristics are as they
apply to you generally.
Characteristics About You
1.

I am generous with my friends

2.

I quickly get over and recover from
being startled
Most of the people I meet are likeable

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

I enjoy trying new foods I have never
tasted before
I like to take different paths to
familiar places
I am more curious than most people
I usually think carefully about
something before acting
I like to do new and different things

My daily life is full of things that
keep me interested
10. I get over my anger at someone
reasonably quickly

Does not
apply at all

Applies
slightly

Applies
somewhat

Applies very
strongly
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Appendix E. Sense of Belonging Scale
Please read the below statements and rate your agreement based on your experience at the school during
this school year.

Characteristics About You
1.

I feel comfortable asking a teacher
for help if I do not understand
course related material.

2.

I feel comfortable asking a question
in class

3.

I feel comfortable volunteering
ideas or opinions in class

4.

If I had a reason, I would feel
comfortable seeking help from a
faculty member outside of class
time

5.

Speaking in class is easy because I
feel comfortable

6.

I feel comfortable seeking help
from a teacher before or after class

7.

I feel comfortable socializing with a
faculty member outside of class

8.

I feel comfortable talking about a
problem with faculty

9.

I rarely talk to other students in my
classes

10. I feel comfortable asking a teacher
for help with a personal problem
11. If I miss class, I know students who
I could get the notes from
12. I feel that a faulty member would
take the time to talk to me if I
needed help
13. I feel that a student would take the
time to talk to me if I needed help
14. I could call another student from
class if I had a question about an
assignment
15. I feel that a faculty member really
tried to understand my problem
when I talked about it

Completely
Untrue

Mostly
Untrue

Equally
True &
Untrue

Mostly
True

Completely
True
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16. I feel that a student from class
really tried to understand my
problem when I talked about it
17. Other students are helpful in
reminding me when assignments
are due or when tests are
approaching
18. I feel comfortable contributing to
class discussions
19. I feel that a faculty member would
be sensitive to my difficulties if I
shared them
20. I feel that student would be
sensitive to my difficulties if I
shared them
21. I know very few people in my
classes
22. I feel that a faculty member would
be sympathetic if I was upset
23. I feel that a student from class
would be sympathetic if I was upset
24. No one in my classes knows
anything personal about me
25. I have discussed personal matters
with students who I met in class
26. It is difficult to meet other students
in class
27. I have developed personal
relationships with other students in
class
28. I invite people I know from class to
do things socially
29. I discuss events which happen
outside of class with my classmates
30. I have met with classmates outside
of class to study for an exam
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Appendix F. The School Engagement Scale
Please read the below statements about yourself and indicate how well it applies to you from 1 (never) to 5
(all the time). Let me know how true the following characteristics are as they apply to you generally.
Characteristics About You
Behavioral Engagement
1.

I pay attention in class

2.

When I am in class I just act as if I am
working

3.

I follow the rules at school

4.

I get in trouble at school

Emotional Engagement
5.

I feel happy in school

6.

I feel bored in school

7.

I feel excited by the work in school

8.

I like being at school

9.

I am interested in the work at school

10. My classroom is a fun place to be
Cognitive Engagement
11. When I read a book, I ask myself
questions to make sure I understand what
it is about
12. I study at home even when I don’t have a
test
13. I try to watch TV shows about things we
are doing in school
14. I check my schoolwork for mistakes
15. I read extra books to learn more about
things we do in school

Never

On
Occasion

Some of
the time

Most of
the time

All of
the time
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Appendix G. Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale
Please read the below statements about yourself and indicate how it applies to you from 1 (very masculine)
to 7 (very feminine). Let me know how the following characteristics apply to you generally.
Concept
1.

I consider myself
as…

2.

Ideally, I would
like to be…

3.

Traditionally, my
interests would
be considered
as…

4.

Traditionally, my
attitudes and
beliefs would be
considered as…

5.

Traditionally, my
behavior would
be considered
as…

6.

Traditionally my
outer appearance
would be
considered as…

Very
Somewhat
Somewhat
Very
Masculine
Neutral
Feminine
Masculine
Masculine
Feminine
Feminine
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Appendix H. Adolescent Self Demographic
1.

2.

3.

4.

What is your race/ethnicity:
• White
• Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish
• Black or African American
• American Indian or Alaska Native
• Asian
• Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
• Middle Eastern or North African
• Other
What is your gender:
• Male
• Female
• Nonbinary / Non-conforming
• Prefer not to say
Would you describe yourself as transgender?
• Yes
i. Transgender, male to female
ii. Transgender, female to male
• No
• Prefer not to say
What is your sexual orientation?
• Heterosexual/straight
• Bisexual
• Gay
• Queer
• Asexual
• Pansexual
• Prefer not to say
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Appendix I. Parent Completion Letter
Dear Parents,
Having friends and peers are often important to teenagers. Supportive friends may help teens feel included
and accepted in school. An important way peers can support teenage boys is to help them feel proud to be a
boy and part of a group. As part of the research study your child is participating in, we will be asking your
child questions about how their peers support and include him as a male. Here are some ways in which you
can be involved in helping to support your child:
•

Work with your child to make a list of their positive characteristics.

•

Help identify positive male role models that your child can talk to.

•

Help find activities and after school programs that reinforce positive values as a male.

•

Take time to talk with your child and reflect on their strengths, uniqueness, and allow
time for expression of emotions.

•

Ask your child to create a mask of characteristics they show the world on the outside,
what they hide on the inside, and how it makes them feel. Encourage them to try to blend
both sides of the mask by taking pride in who they are.

•

Encourage your child to take pride in their identity.

If you have any concerns or questions, feel free to contact Kelsey Burt at Kelsey.Burt@aggiemail.usu.edu
or Gregory Callan at greg.callan@usu.edu.

